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The highly rated televisicm program series, •All in 
the Family,** ins used to test the relationship between attitudes 
espoused by televised characters and attitudes held by viewers of 
t^s type of television progrsuning* /^ of survey 

q[uiestionnaires, it was condluded that people who Lold dogmatic and, 
especially, racist belief s find reinforcement of their opinipas in 
^1^ P^P9)^^* 8 character, Archie Bunker (an espquser of dogmatic, 
racist ideas) . Ccmyersely, audience members who are open-minded (as 
tested) find Archie "likeable* whi^e disagreeing With his opiip.ons« 
The female characters ijci the ^ogram series elicit relatively neutral 
r«q?onses» . (CH) \: V : " "v " - ^ 
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PROBLEM 

The latest addition to network television prograniing hcis 
, beea the advent of shows depicting'^pec^le as th^ "really are." 
As evidenced by the tiiree most weil known, and highly rated . 
shows of this type, "All in the Family," "Maude," ^d "Sanford 
mid Son," ^ these shows have decided to striTp away the flat 
undimensional characterizati^ of th^ past and instead, pre- 
sent rounded, opinionated, straight-talking, no-holds-barred, 
controversial characters • \ 

The original>progra«,^^ T 
ther^r^for t^p full sek^ and Son" has been aired 

for about a year and a h^, :and "Maude" is c<Mople ting its 
first year. All three shows have bera w^^ and produced 
by Norman Leir, in conjunction \iith Bud Yorkin. The philosophy 
upon >|hic^ these three situatipn comedies have been based has 

* recently been verbalized by Eear: 

^ "We bliild strong characters, l^iey do things that 
T people care about* When you CM^^^ something 

: the funny things ire that much funnier. When you 
object to something, you object that much harden 
• • •you can empathize with the charajrt^^^^^ Then, 
the laughter is at what i^ funny to ypU^ and the 
poignMt inpinehts are d^^ 

The author wishes to acknowledge the assistance received in 

* collecting and analyzing data for this paper f rom his Mass 
Communication Research clas^ at the University of Georgia 
and his student research assistants Cathy Brown and Edwin S. 
Bufkin. ' " 
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Lear feels that he has moyei the viewing public beyond 
the 'Vast wasteland" of previous television prograiaming which 
handles noncontroversial topics in a noncontroversial manner. 
In his programs he emphasizes that, "•••intelligent adults are 
entitled to have the problems of Intelligent adults •"^ Some 
people in the broadcasting industry, as well as many social 
scientists, do not appreciate Learns efforts, however^ 

A Newsweek article denounced Archie (a character in "All 
in the Family") as "• • •the confluence of everything ^hat fear 
and ignorance i can do to a manv^'4 The New York Times wrote^ ' 
"The most dampiing tirade has emanated from Laura Hobson whose 
3547 novel, '|Gentlemen*s Agreement," dealt with amti-^Semitism^ 
Miss Hobson is furous. over the notion that Archie is likable, 
even lovable* ^ • •Miss Hobson wants her bigot to be totally 
hateful, so the message is clear: hate me, hate my dogma^"^^ 

Likewise, spokesman within the black community have been 
especially upset by^ the characterizations portrayed on "All 
In the Family •" Black psychiatrist Alvin Poussaint of Harvard 
belieyes^that it is a "dangerous show"^ "It's dangerous not 
only in terms, of how it night be influencing white attitudes ' 
but also because it doesf have many blacks laughing at the kind 
of bigotry and racism Archie expresses • It's an unreal show — 
unreal both in its portrayal of the true nature of many Archie- 
type white people. and its depiction of just how much insult 
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tlack people today will tolerate."^ Another black educator 
concurs, calling "All in the Family" "...institutionalized 
bigQti^ 52 weeks a year. ...perpetuates vjhite racist attitudes 
aad functions only to anuse whites and subordinate black people 
and make them • 1972 Amos 'n Andys*. "^ 

Obviously, programming epitomized by "All in the Family" 
caamot both lead the public out of the "wasteland" as well as 
•'institutionalize bigbtiTr." l1fte following study attempts to 
fesol^^tliis c ' ; 

- CONCEPTUAL BASE 

Any deleterious effect the show might have upon the public 
revolves around the statements made by the show's characters. 
If the diaracters are viewed as "siMlar viewer^' and / or 

are "likeable /' then it is inferred that their statements are 
^t to be favor^ly accepted by the viewing public. An impor- 
tant consideration is, the psychological framework of the viewer, 
i.e., his susceptibility to accept statements made by a tele- 
vision character. , ' * ' 

The, psychological cohW^^t at issue in this instance is 
the dogmatic, or open-closed, mind. Rokeach has delineated 
the basic characteristic that defines the exteat a person is 
classified as either high or low dogmatic, "...the extent to 
which the person can receive, evaluate, and act on relevant 
information received from the outside on its own intrinsic 



merits ^ unencumbered by irrelevant factors In the situation 
arising from within the person or from the outside."^ - The 
iilosed-minded or high dogmatic individual is characterized as 
being less able to react to the merits of a message apart from 
personal habits » beliefs, ego needs, etc. which are Irrelevant 
to the message itself . "The more op^en one's belief syst 
;tH:e more should evaluating^ on infotmation ^^roceed 

independently, on its own merits, in accord with the inner 
structural requirements of the situation."^ >^ 

Likewise, a high dogniatic or closed-minded individual 
would not clearly differentiate his reaction to informatioh 
received the source of th^t information. As Rokeach states, 
"...the more plosed the belief system, the more difficult should 
it be to distinguish between information received about the 
world arid infbinnatibn received about the source. "•'•^ This 
contention has received support. 

Powell (1962)^^: found that the more open is an individual's 
belief system, the greater is his ability to distinguish between 
message source and message content and to judge each on its 
intrinsic merits. Harvey and Hays (1972)12 f?"^^ that high- 
dogmatic subjects aglreed more with the communication when given 
by the high-authority source than by the low-authority source. 
Low-dogmatics were not differentially influenced by the authority 
of the communicator. This is clear evidence of the link made 



by the high-dogmatic between his evaluation of the message and 
the 'source. 

Thus, the first working hypothesis for the present study 

is: Hj^—For high-dogmatic viewers, the television characters 
with which they "agree" will also be the characters whith 
they "like," while no trend should develop for low-dogmatic 
viewers. 

- Also, following from previous research which has shown 

that high-dogmatic individuals are less tolerant of belief- 

discrepMt information than low-dogmatic persons (Kleck and 

Wheaton 1967)^^,.^ the seond working byiJothesis was formuiated: 

lb — For high-dogmatic >d.ewers,^ the television Characters 
with which they do not ''agree" will also be the characters 
they do not "like"^ while no trend should develop for low- 
dogmatic viewers. * . 

^ Negative societal effects would result from having high- 

dogmatie viewers accept the bigoted and stereotypic thinking 

advocated by "Archie Banker," a highly dogmatic character in 

"All in the Family •" Thus, "Archie Bunker" would be viewed 

as "similar" by high-dogmatics, would be "liked", and his 

"message" would either further reinforce prior beliefs or would 

be newly "agreed with." A large group of previous findings would 

support this process. 

The Handbook of Social Psycholog y (1969) states that, 

"There is a^considerable body- of evidence that a person 
is Influenced by a persuasive message to the extent that 
he perceives it as coming from a source' similar to himself ♦ 
.Presumably the receiver, to the extent' that he perceives 
^the source to be like himself in diverse characteristics, 
assumes that they also share common needs and goals. The 



receivfer might therefore conclude that what the source is 
urging is good for 'our kind of people,', and thus changes 
' his attitude accordingly /^lA 

Stotland and Patchen (1961) concur based on their findings. 

Their study points to the fact that subjects empathize with and 

adopt the f eelings\jand opinions of others to the extent that 

these others have been represented as similar to themselves. 

They state, "It was found that those low in prejudice at the 

first 'administration became more prejudiced but only if they 

were told the case history was ^qut someone like themselves. "15 

These findings would tend to add credence to the "worst fears" 

voiced by the show's critics. 

METHOD 

A random sample, of adults in Athens, Georgia (N-265) were 
used as respondents in a personal interview administered by ten 
personally trained interviewers during Spring Quarter, 1972. 
The sample was obtained through a systematic selection of 
households contained within randomly selected city blocks. 

t Afier determining that the respondent is a viewer of "All 
in the Family," he was asked to respond to two sets of Likert- 
type statements, "Strongly Agree With"~"Strongly Disagree With" 
and '^Strongly Like"— "Strongly Dislike," for each of the five 
main characters in the program, Archie (the father), Mike (the 
son-in-law), Edith (the mother), Gloria (the daughter), and Lionel 
(the black neighbor) . (See Appendix) 



The subjects then responded to the Short Form Do^atlsm 
Scale, and to questions v^sklng for education, occupation, 
income, and age. (See Appendix) In analyzing the findings, 
t^test statistics were used in testing the differences in degree 
of ^^Liking** and "Agreement** between dogmatic groups foi: each 
"All in the Family" character. 

FINDINGS - ^ 

The high-dopnatic individuals "agreed with" the character 
"Archie" to a significantly greater degree than did either the 
medium or low dogmatic individuals; however, they "Liked Archie" 
to a significmitly greater degree than only the medium-dogmatics* 
The low-dogmatic individuals, on the other hand, "i^reed with 
Mike and Lionel" to a significantly greater degree than did the 
middle or high dogmatic individuals, and "Liked Mike and Lionel** 
to a significantly greater degree than did the high-dogmatic 
individuals* (See Table 1) 

Differences between subjects on their ratings of "Edith** 
and "Gloria** were generally not significant. Significant differ- 
ences did occur between high and low dogmatizes concerning their 
**AgreexQont with Edith and Gloria**. Hlgh^dogmatic individuals 
**Agreed with Edith** and low-dogmatic individuals^-**Agreed with 
Gloria." (See Table 1) 

■ The highest range of responses were found in response to 
"Agreement with Archie** (2.2-4.0). Responses to this question 



were analyzed by demographic categories. ♦The "type'* of indi- 
vidual "Agreeing with Archie" to a significantly greater degree 
was a: high-dogmatic » low educated » low status occupation > 
low income* older/ female* (See Table 2) ^ 

On the whole* a majority of the mean evaluations were on 
the positive side of the rating scale Only the "Agreement with 
Archie" responses by middle and low dogmatic individuals averaged 
on the negative side of the rating scale* 

ANALYSES 

The findings show support for both hypotheses. Hlgh-^og- 
natlc individuals were high in"Agreement and Liking of Archie." 
Likewise » high-dogmatic Individuals dls^lqred a relative lack 
of "Agreement witn Mike and Lionel" while elso expressing a 
significantly lower degree of "Liking Mike and Lionel" when com- ' 
pared to low-dogmatic individuals. The findings were mixed for 
"Edith" aiad "Gloria". The high-dogmatic individuals "Liked 
Gloria" although they were not in"Agreement with Gloria." 

On the other hand, low-dogmatic individuals, although low 
in "Agreement with Archie," were still high in their "Liking 
of Archie." On the whole, low-dogmatic individuals did not 
differentiate their degree of "Liking" a character even though 
they did differentiate in their degree of "Agreement" with the 
characters. 

A viewer profile, sharing a similar demographic profile to 
"Archie," is significantly in "Agreement with Archie" to a greater 
degree than viewers not sharing a similar demographic 



jirofile to "Archie." If properly interpreted, "Archie" is de- 
picted as a high-dognatiCy low educated, low status occupational, 
niddle to lower income, and middle-aged. Only the fa''*- that 
fenales "Agreed" awre with "Archie" than did aales deviates from 
the demographic profile of "Archie." 

In general, the' television characters, "Gloria" and"Edith", 
who do not espouse a definite and consistent opinion or open- 
closed-mindedness are the characters which are not differenti- 
ated by the respond snts. Except for a few instances, "Gloria" 
and "Edith," are equally tikfed" and "Agreed With." 

CONaUSIONS 

The producers of "AU in the Family'* have achieved their 
goals. They have presented thti viewing public with characters 
wii^ which viewers can identify, both affectively and cogni— 
tivelyi Undoubtedly, this has led to the show's great success. 
Hcwever, the critics have also been correct in their statements, 
i ^Clearly, the character "Archie" is perceived quite favor- 
ably by viewers similar in belief's and demographics, to "Archie." 
Because of the inability of these individuals to differentiate 
source and message, there is a high probability that "Archie" 
is used as a credible source and that this "racist" messagfi is 
favorably accepted. 

This potential to use "Archie" as a credible source is a 
present and real danger ^et >ne accepts the process in which 



Credibility is conferred upon a source. Miller (1966) stetec: 

.■<r • . 

"...It should be Stressed thet the velues taken by ell 
' verlables deteradnlng source credibility ere assigned by 
the audience neabers, the receivers of t!^ cr«Mmication. 
Their preceptions are peraaount: in this respect, no cob- 
muoieator ever possesses source credibiUty; it is confer- 
red upon hl« by his listeners. To be sure, it is assuMd 
that certein objective cherecterlstics, or ettributes, 
of the source increase the prohability that credibility - 
will be <:onferred, but this assueption is dependent upon 
the attitudes and beliefs of eudience aeiAers.**^' 

Hot only does an individual dioose a source that is per- 
ceived to be highly credible but, especially for a high-dogMtic 
indlviduali, there is the iAcreased danger of having a cycle of 
Increased liking find agreensnt occur over a period of tiiie con- 
cerning their perception of "Ardiie." Sampson and Insko (1964)^^ 
have Clearly docuaented thet their subjects not only changed 
their judgimts so as to increase their s:Uiilerity to the judg- 
Mtnts of another penon irtio wM well liked, but alno changed 
thCB so as to decrease their siallerity to those of '-other 



person who was disliked. In other words, the potential for 
"liking** and "agreeMnt" polarisation by high-dogMtic indi- 
viduals is highly probable through continued exposure to "Archie" 
on "All in Uie Fanily." 

WHle low-dognatic viewers do "ngree" with highly opinion- 
ated, but less do0Mtic cherecters in "All in the Faally," they 
do not concurrently dislike the cherecter with which they dis- 
agree, as hypothesise('. However, the author feels that a polar- 
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ized affective reactloa could develop on the part of low-dog- 
matic individuals if they begin to feel that "Archie" is presented 
too synqE^athetically to the audience. Further longitudinal re- 
search should t^ this phenomenon. 

In conclusion, the author feels that critics of "All in 
the Family" are justified in their criticism. The show does 
increase viewer interest: as inferred from the show's ratings, 
but it does this at the escpense of polarizing a portion of the 
vieiring piibUc psy^^ least capable of coping with 

the over«iielming social prdblenis of our society at this time. 
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"Agreement" with and "Liking" of "All in 
the Fainily" Characters by all Respondents 



CONCEPT 



Table #1 
(IN265) 

(1-most favorable) 



SIGNIFICANCE OF 







High Lrcjt 


- • - 

Mid Doe 


Low Doi^ - 


Hi 
& Lo 


Hi 
& Mid 


■ 

Mid 
i Lo 






(n=44) 


(ii=160) 


(n=61) 








Agreement vlth 


"Archie: 


2.2 


3.4 


4 0 


001 


' 001 


.uux 


Liking "Archie" 


1*8 


2.2 


2.1 


n.s. 


•01 ; 


n.s. 


Agreement with 


"Mike" 


3.0 


2.8 


2.3 


.001 


n.s. 


.05 


Liking "Mike". 




2.7 


2.4. 


2.2 


.02 


•05 


n.s. 


/^reeraent with 


"Edith" 


2.5 


2.6 


2.9 


.05 


^n.s. 


n.s. 


Liking "Edith" 




2.1 


2.1 


2.1 . 


n.s. 


n.s. 


n.s. 


Agreement with 


"Gloria" 


2.9 


2.6 


2.5 


.10 


n.s. 


n.s. 


Liking "Gloria" 


2.2 


2.3 


2.3 


n.s. 


n.s. 


n.s. 


Agreement with 


"Lionel" 


2.9 


2.6 


2.4 


.02 


.05 


.05 


Liking "Lionel" 




2.8 


2.2 


2.2 


.001 


.001 


n.s. 
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Demographic Profile Respondents 
and their ^'Agreement with Archie" 



Table #2 
(N=265) 

"Agreement with Archie" 

. (Irmost favor^le) 
CONCEPT MEAN (5-least favorable) 





High 


Low 


Dogmatism^ 


2.2 


4.0 




-(n=44) 


(n-61) 


'Education^ 


3.7 


2.9 




(n=149) 


(n=92) 


Occupation^ 


3.9 


2.5 




(n=47) 


(n-37) 


4 

Income 


3.6 


3.1 




(n=141) 


(n=94) 


Age^ 


3.0 


3.6 




(n=43) 


(n=96) 




Male: 


Female: 


Sex 


3.6 


3.2 




(n=127) 


(n=114) 


^ High (+10 to +30), Low (-10 to 


-30): 




2 

High (Some college or high). Low (High school or less) 



: High (80 or higher on North-Hatt Scale), Low (59 or below 
on North-Hatt Scale) ^ 

* High ($10,000 or higher). Low ($9,999 or lower) 



High (51 years or older), Low (30 years or younger) 
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Below indicate how you personally rate each individual character 
±a "All In the Family." Please circle the statement which 
most closely states your feelings. Please read each statement 
carefully. , | 

Archie (the father) 



Strongly 
A) Agree with 


1 agree 
1 with j 


neither agree nor 
disagree with 


disagree 
with 


strongly disagree 


Strongly 
B) dislike 1 


dislike 


neither like 




like 1 


j with ^ 
strongly 






1 nor dislike 


1 1 


1 like 



Mike (the son-in-law) 
A) 



Strongly disagree 

with 1 


disagree 
with 


neither agree nor 


agree 
' with 


strongly 
agree with 






disaRree with | 







strongly neither like Strongly 

_ like I like I nor dislike I dislike j dislike 



Edith (the mother) 



strongly 
A) agree with 



Agree 
with 



neither agree nor disagree 
disagree with | wit h 



strongly disagree 
with 



-V 

i 



t: 



-1^ 
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Gloria (the daughtetj 



Strongly disagree 
A) ' with 


disagree 
with 


neither agree nor agree 
disagree with i with 


Strongly 
agree with 







Strongly 




neither like 


Strongly 
disUke 


B) like 1 




nor dislike | dislike 





Lionel (the black neighbor) 



Strongly 
-agree with 


Agree 


neither agree nor 
1 disagree with 


disagree 
with 


Strongly disagree 
* 1 with 


strongly 
dislike ( 


1 with 
dislike 


neither like 
\ nor dislike i 


like 1 


strongly 
like 


1 1 I I 



B) 



ERIC 



CD 



Now we would like to ask you some general types of questions* 
Please be as honest as possible in answering the questions and 
answer with the first response that comes to your mind. 

Firsts decide whether you agree or disagree with the statement^ 
and then decide how strongly you agree or disagree and circle 
that response. 

1. In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know 
what 1 8 going on Is to rely on leaders or experts who can be trusted* 

Agree or Disagree 

1. Agree a little 4* Disagree a Uttle 

2. Agree on the whole 5* Disagree on the whole 

3. Agree very much 6. Disagree very much 

2* Mjr blood bolls whenever a person stubbornly refuses to admit 
he's wrong. 

Agree or Disagree 

1. Agree a little 4. Disagree a little 

2. Agree on the whole 5* Disagree on the whole 
3* Agree very much 6* Disagree very mudh 

3. There are two kinds of people in this world: Jthose who are 
for truth and those who pxe against the truth* 

Agree or Disagree 

1* Agree a little 4* Disagree a little 

2. Agree on the whole 5* Disagree on the whole 

3. Agree very much .6* Disagree very much 

4* Most people Just don't know what's good for them* 

Agree or Disagree 

1* Agree a little 4* Disagree a little 

2* Agree on the whole . 5* Disagree on the whole 

3* Agree very much 6* Disagree very much 

5* Of all the different philosophies which exist in this worlds 
there is probably only one which is correct; 

Agree or Disagree 

1* Agree a little 4* Disagree a little 

2^** Agree on the whole 5* Disagree on the whole 

3. Agree very much ^ Disagree very much 

6* The highest form of government is a democracy and the highest 

form of desK>cracy is a government run by those who are most intelligent 

Agree or Disagree 

1* Agree a little 4* Disagree a little 

2* Agree^n- the whole 5* Disagree on the whole 

3* Agree very much 6* Disagree very much 



7. The main thing in life is for a person to want to do something 
iisportant*. 

Agree or Disagree 

1. Agree a little 4. Disagree a little 

2. Agree on the whole 5. Disagree on the whole 
. 3. Agree very much 6. Disagree very much 

8« IM like It If I could find someone who would tell me how 
to solve my personal problems. 

Agree or Disagree 

1. Agree a little 4. Dligagree a little 

2. Agree on the whole 5. Disagree on the whole 

3. Agree very much 6« Disagree very much 

9. Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren^t worth 
the paper they are printed on* 

Agree or Disagree 

1. Agree a little 4. Disagree a little 

2. Agree on the whole 5. Disagree on the whole 

3. Agree very much 6. Disagree yery much 

f - 

10. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature. 



Agree or Disagree 

1. Agree a little 4. Disagree a little 

2. Agree on the whole 5« Disagree on the whole 

3. Agree very much 6« Disagree very much 

Now weM like to ask you a few final questions ibout yourself*^ 
Remeoiber^ your answers will remain anonymous and are confidential. 

Education: Circle highest level completed by the head of the household. 

a. less than high school 

b. high school graduate and/or technical school 

c. some college or college graduate 
d • pos t-graduate 

Occupation of head of household: 



Annual Household income : Circle one 

a. $5»999 or less 

b. $6,000 or $9»999 

c. $10^000 to $14»999 ^ 

d. More than $15 » 000 

Age: Circle one 



a. younger than 21 c. 31 ro. 40* e. 51 to 60 

b. 21 to 30 d. 41 to 50 f . over 60 



